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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over The 
Universal Serial Bus Specification Revision 1.0 ("USB") in view of IEEE Standard 1394- 
1995 ("IEEE-1394"), US Patent Number 4,709,364 to Hasegawa et al. ("Hasegawa"), 
and US Patent Number 6,230,226 to Hu et al. ("Hu"). 

3. In reference to Claim 30, USB teaches a bus architecture (See Page 28 Figure 4- 
1 and Page 27 Paragraph 1); a plurality of modules connected to the bus architecture 
(See Page 28 Figure 4-1 and Page 27 Paragraph 1 ); and an arbitration unit for granting 
access to the bus, the granting of access being in the form of a dedicated packet issued 
from the arbitration unit, whereby only the module which has been granted access can 
use that particular dedicated packet to gain access to the bus (See Page 30 Section 
4.4). USB does not teach that the apparatus is on an integrated circuit; the arbitration 
unit grants access to the bus in response to requests received from the modules; and 
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that the arbitration unit is operable to issue empty packets during periods when the bus 
is idle, the empty packets being usable by a module to gain access to the bus without 
making a specific request to the arbitration unit for a dedicated packet. IEEE-1394 
teaches an arbitration unit granting access to the bus in response to requests received 
from the modules (See Page 33 Paragraphs 2-4). Hasegawa teaches sending an 
empty packet during periods when the bus is idle that are usable by a module to gain 
access to the bus without making a specific request to the arbitration unit for a 
dedicated packet (See Column 1 Lines 16-21). Hu teaches locating a USB on a single 
integrated circuit (See Figures 1 and 2 and Column 1 Lines 39-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of 
IEEE-1394, the empty packets of Hasegawa, and the integrated circuit of Hu, resulting 
in the invention of Claim 30, because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used 
serial bus protocols; because arbitration requests allow each device to request fair 
access to the bus (See Pages 33 and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of 
arbitration by providing an indication that the bus is free and thus does not require a 
request to a central arbiter to be performed (See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); 
and to allow production of compound USB devices on a single chip (See Column 1 
Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus reduce the size and cost of the device. 
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4. In reference to Claim 31 , USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as in Claim 30 above. Hasegawa further teaches that the first module to use 
the empty packet gains access to the bus (See Column 1 Lines 16-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of 
IEEE-1394 and the empty packets of Hasegawa, resulting in the invention of Claim 31, 
because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used serial bus protocols; because 
arbitration requests allow each device to request fair access to the bus (See Pages 33 
and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of arbitration by providing an indication that 
the bus is free and thus does not require a request to a central arbiter to be performed 
(See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); and to allow production of compound USB 
devices on a single chip (See Column 1 Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus reduce the size 
and cost of the device. 

5. In reference to Claim 33, USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as in Claim 30 above. USB further teaches that the hub, which is equivalent 
to the arbitration unit, is located at one end of the bus (See Page 28 Figure 4-1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of 
IEEE-1394 and the empty packets of Hasegawa, resulting in the invention of Claim 33, 
because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used serial bus protocols; because 
arbitration requests allow each device to request fair access to the bus (See Pages 33 
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and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of arbitration by providing an indication that 
the bus is free and thus does not require a request to a central arbiter to be performed 
(See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); and to allow production of compound USB 
devices on a single chip (See Column 1 Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus reduce the size 
and cost of the device. 

6. In reference to Claim 35, USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as in Claim 30 above. USB further teaches that a universal serial bus is part 
of a computer system (See Page 27 Paragraph 1 ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of 
IEEE-1394 and the empty packets of Hasegawa, resulting in the invention of Claim 35, 
because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used serial bus protocols; because 
arbitration requests allow each device to request fair access to the bus (See Pages 33 
and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of arbitration by providing an indication that 
the bus is free and thus does not require a request to a central arbiter to be performed 
(See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); and to allow production of compound USB 
devices on a single chip (See Column 1 Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus reduce the size 
and cost of the device. 

7. In reference to Claim 39, USB teaches a method of granting bus access to a 
module in a computer system comprising a plurality of modules interconnected by the 
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bus (See Page 28 Figure 4-1 and Page 27 Paragraph 1); and an arbitration unit for 
granting access to the bus by issuing dedicated (See Page 30 Section 4.4). USB does 
not teach that the apparatus is on an integrated circuit; the arbitration unit grants access 
to the bus in response to requests received from the modules; issuing empty packets 
from the arbitration unit during periods when the bus is idle; and, allowing any module to 
use the empty packet in order to gain access to the bus. IEEE-1394 teaches an 
arbitration unit granting access to the bus in response to requests received from the 
modules (See Page 33 Paragraphs 2-4). Hasegawa teaches sending an empty packet 
during periods when the bus is idle that are usable by a module to gain access to the 
bus without making a specific request to the arbitration unit for a dedicated packet (See 
Column 1 Lines 16-21). Hu teaches locating a USB on a single integrated circuit (See 
Figures 1 and 2 and Column 1 Lines 39-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of 
IEEE-1394, the empty packets of Hasegawa, and the integrated circuit of Hu, resulting 
in the invention of Claim 39, because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used 
serial bus protocols; because arbitration requests allow each device to request fair 
access to the bus (See Pages 33 and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of 
arbitration by providing an indication that the bus is free and thus does not require a 
request to a central arbiter to be performed (See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); 
and to allow production of compound USB devices on a single chip (See Column 1 
Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus reduce the size and cost of the device. 
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8. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over USB, 
IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu as applied to Claim 30 above, and further in view of US 
Patent Number 5,400,334 to Hayssen ("Hayssen"). 

9. In reference to Claim 32, USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as applied to Claim 30 above. USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu do not 
teach that each module has means for converting a dedicated packet intended for itself 
into an empty packet. Hayssen teaches receiving a token indicating it has control of the 
bus, which is equivalent to a dedicated packet intended for itself, and converting said 
token into a free token, which is equivalent to an empty packet (See Column 3 Lines 29- 
32). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the device of USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu 
ability to convert a token to a free token of Hayssen, resulting in the invention of Claim 
32, in order to provide an indication that the bus is now free for other devices to transmit 
data (See Column 3 Lines 12-22 of Hayssen). 

10. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over USB, 
IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu as applied to Claim 30 above, and further in view of US 
Patent Number 5,912,710 to Fujimoto ("Fujimoto"). 
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11. In reference to Claim 37, USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as applied to Claim 30 above. USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu do not 
teach a graphics processing system comprising apparatus as claimed in Claim 30. 
Fujimoto teaches a graphics processing system having a USB interface (See Column 
10 Line 61 - Column 1 1 Line 2). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the device of USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu in 
the graphics processing system of Fujimoto, resulting in the invention of Claim 37, in 
order to allow peripheral devices to be connected to the graphics processing system 
(See Column 1 0 Lines 61 -63 of Fujimoto). 

12. Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over USB, 
IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu as applied to Claim 30 above, and further in view of US 
Patent Number 5,986,644 to Herder et al. ("Herder"). 

13. In reference to Claim 38, USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu teach the 
limitations as applied to Claim 30 above. USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu do not 
teach a games console comprising apparatus as claimed in Claim 30. Herder teaches a 
games console having a communications bus such as USB (See Column 2 Line 56 - 
Column 3 Line 8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to construct the device of USB, IEEE-1394, Hasegawa, and Hu in 
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the games console of Herder, resulting in the invention of Claim 38, in order to allow 
devices to provide information to control the games console and information processed 
by and/or displayed by the games console (See Column 2 Line 66 - Column 3 Line 4 of . 
Herder). 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 30-33, 35, and 37-39 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

15. In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the bus system of USB with the arbitration requests of IEEE-1394, the empty 
packets of Hasegawa, and the integrated circuit of Hu, resulting in the invention of 
Claim 30, because USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used serial bus protocols; 
because arbitration requests allow each device to request fair access to the bus (See 
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Pages 33 and 34 of IEEE-1394); to reduce the latency of arbitration by providing an 
indication that the bus is free and thus does not require a request to a central arbiter to 
be performed (See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa); and to allow production of 
compound USB devices on a single chip (See Column 1 Lines 33-35 of Hu) and thus 
reduce the size and cost of the device. 

1 6. In response to Applicants argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of Applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which Applicant relies 
(i.e., the bus is a pipelined packet switched bus) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The Examiner further notes that there are no 
limitations in the claims requiring a pipeline bus that does not allow circulating empty 
packets. 

17. In response to Applicant's argument that the token ring of Hasegawa is not 
applicable to the USB and IEEE-1394 reference, the Examiner notes that Hasagawa is 
not being relied upon to teach all the features of a token ring system, but is being relied 
upon to teach that sending an empty packet during periods when the bus is idle that are 
usable by a module to gain access to the bus without making a specific request to the 
arbitration unit for a dedicated packet was known in the art at the time of the invention. 
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1 8. In response to Applicant's arguments that there is no motivation to combine the 
features of the IEEE-1394 reference with the features of the USB reference, the 
Examiner notes that USB and IEEE-1394 are both commonly used serial bus protocols 
and arbitration requests allow each device to request fair access to the bus (See Pages 
33 and 34 of IEEE-1394). 

1 9. In response to Applicant's arguments that there is no motivation to combine the 
features of Hasegawa with the features of the IEEE-1394 reference and the USB 
reference, the Examiner notes that Hasegawa teaches a means to reduce the latency of 
arbitration by providing an indication that the bus is free and thus does not require a 
request to a central arbiter to be performed (See Column 1 Lines 16-21 of Hasegawa). 
The Examiner further notes that Hasagawa teaches transmitting data between stations 
via a common line (See Column 1 Lines 13-14) and thus is applicable to a serial bus 
system. 

20. In response to Applicant's arguments that USB and IEEE-1394 are not 
appropriate or intended for on-chip usage, the Examiner notes that Hu teaches locating 
a USB on a single integrated circuit (See Figures 1 and 2 and Column 1 Lines 39-55). 



Application/Control Number: 09/787,353 
Art Unit: 21 11 



Page 12 



Drawings 

21 . The drawings were received on 24 November 2004. These drawings are not 
acceptable. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: Replacement Figure 1 does not show the changes indicated on the 
Annotated Marked-Up Figure 1 . Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing 
figures. If the changes are not accepted by the Examiner, the Applicant will be notified 
and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to 
the drawings will not be held in abeyance. Replacement Figures 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
1 9, 21 , 22, 26, 28, and 29 are acceptable. 

Conclusion 

22. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Cleary whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3624. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (7-3:30), Alt. 
Fridays (7-2:30). 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Mark H. Rinehart can be reached on 571-272-3632. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). / 
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